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The attached note was prepared by the Secretariat in response to a request from 
the Committee and the CCIAR to examine past experience in quinquennial reviews any 
make proposals for their improvement in -the light of comments received from TAC and 
CG members on earlier reviews. 






the objectives and scope of -the review process as defined by the Dell 
Subcommittee report in 1973-74 and TAC (Section II, paras 4-10); 
the review process as determined by TAC at its 18th Meeting (Section III, 
pares 11-15); 
the implementation of the review procedures and the views of the CGIAR 
Review Committee thereon (Section IV, pares 16-21); 
the views of the CGIAR on past quinquennial reviews as expressed at the 
September and November 1977 meetings (Section V, paras Z-27); 
Proposals for revised terms Iof reference and guidelines for quinquennial 
reviews (Section VI, para 28). 
The following annexes are appended: 
A Annex1 - The original terms of reference for quinquennial reviews. 
i Annex II - Recommendations from the CGIAR Review Committee relevant 
to quinquennial reviews. 
Annex III - Draft of revisled terms of reference for quinquennial 
reviews. 
Annex IV - Draft guidelines for future quinquennial reviews. 
The attention of the Sonmittee is invited in particular to the views of the 
CGIAR on quinquennial reviews (Section V) and to Annexes III and IV. 
THE qUIN&UENNIAL REVIEW PROCESS 
(Not~e by the TAC Secretariat) 
I INTROI.UCTION -__?____rr___ 
1. One of the originally stated objectives of the CGIAR is "to review th.e fi- 
nancial and other requirements of those international and regional research activities 
which the Group considers of high priority and to consider the provision of finance for 
those ac,tivities, . . . . ..etc.". In this task it is to be assisted by its Teohnical 
Advisory Committee which was given a mandate to "advise the Consultative Group on the 
effectiveness of specific existing international research programmes". 
2. During the first year of operations of the CGIAR (1971 - 72) this review 
task was undertaken by regular officers of the World Benk and FAO who submitted reports 
on three of the then existing four centres to the Centres Week/CGIAR meeting in July 1972. 
The reports did not follow a standard format and Centre Ilirectors,TAC and CGIAR members 
felt that some form of standardized review was required, at least for the annual budget- 
ary reviews of centresg programmes ard probably over the long-term as well. 
3. To this end the Secretariat prepared a discussion paper for the November 1972 
meeting of the Consultative Gro8up, This made suggestions on procedures for handling 
both annual progrsnune and budget reviews and periodic reviews. The Group decided that 
its members should participate more directly in the establishment of a review process 
and that both they and TAC should consult with Gentre Directors on the composition and 
role of review panels, The CGIAR finally resolved to implement the proposals of its 
Secretariat to establish a review tesm of two to conduct the annual reviews, on a one 
year's trial basis. Following this period the Group again indicated that it was not 
totally satiafied and in mid-19'3 set up its own Review Subcommittee under the Chair- 
manship of Mr. David Bell of the Ford Foundation. 
4s The Bell Subcommittee Report was first presented to the CGIAR meeting in 
November 19'731 Following a number of revisions0 which refleoted the discussions at 
that mee,ting, the final report was accepted with the recognition that the review pro- 
cedures proposed would probably require revision after a year or two of experienoe. 
5* l'he Report stated the objectives of centrescreviews as follows: 
1) With respect to the current and prospective work of 
centre( or C(1-endorsed activity), the members of the CG need: 
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a. Accurate, current information on the programmes of the centre, in a 
form which permits non--scientists to understand the objectives and 
significance of the programmes, the progress that has been achieved 
and is anticipated, and the costs of each programme; 
b. Assurance from reliable external reviewers that the scientific and 
technical aspects of the centres' work, both current and prospective, 
are soundly based; and 
C. Assurance from reliable external reviewers that funds made available 
to the centre are being used for the purposes intended end with reason- 
able efficiency, that its futur d budget proposals are a prudent 
financial expression o:f well-planned programmes, and that current and 
1/ projected expenditure patterns reflect the stated programme prior- 
ities. 
With respect to the system of centres to which the CG contributed finan- 
cial support (the word system is used here to mean the centres as a group 
and their relations to each other and to the national agricultural pro- 
gremmes which they serve), the members of the CO need, in addition to 
material concerning each centre, analytical information placing the present 
and proposed work of each centre in context of the system as a while, set- 
ting forth forward estimates of financial requirements and availabilities, 
and identifying issues and alternatives for consideration.t' 
6. Following the terms of reference of this Subcommittee, these objectives spell 
out the total requirements of the CGIAR and include that information sought annually on 
behalf of the donors. 
7. The specific recommendations of the Subcommittee with regard to the continuing 
monitoring of programme changes at the IARCs and the periodic reviews required, were 
as follows: 
1) YPhe CG needs an independent assessment of any major change proposed in 
the research programme of any centre, in the year in which the change 
is proposed." 
2) "The CC looks to the TAC to provide recommendations on such a proposal, 
and the TAC's review can normally be accomplished by assigning one or 
more of its members or consultants to visit the centre, quite possibly in 
conjunction with some stage of the centre's own consideration of the 
proposal. If a more elaborate review process is desired by the TAG, 
that can be laid on to fit the circumstances of a particular case. 
1/ Secretariat underlining 
3) 
"We recommend that the TAC establish a regular procedure for reviewing 
major changes prlcposed by any centre in its annual programme budget, this 
procedure to inc:lude advance notification by the centre to TAC, visits 
(if necessary) to t:he centre on TAC's behalf, and any other steps deemed 
necessary by TAG to permit it to make sound recommendations to the CC.'1 
"The CC also needs :periodic independent external assessments of the over- 
all scientific quality and effectiveness of each centre, and of th.e con- 
tinuing need for its work, with special emphasis on the need to ensure 
that activities are not continued longer than necessary, and that activ- 
ities of lower priority are replaced by those of higher priority. Such 
assessments are not appropriate on an annual basis, but should be 
scheduled no less frequently than every five years. Such assessments 
are equally needed by the centres themselves, and it is the practice of 
the centres to organize them (sometimes separately for major segments of 
the research programme, rather than for a centre as a whole). The CC 
looks to the TAC to assure that such periodic external assessments are 
made; it would seem feasible for the TAC to meet its responsibilities in 
most cases by (1) assuring itself that the centre's own assessment process 
is adequate, and (2) participating in the centre's assessment process by 
mutual agreement with the centre's Director. If the TAC considers it 
necessary, it can lay on a special assessment process separate from that 
organized by the centre for its own purposes. 
‘We recommend that (1) the TAC and the centres develop an agreed forward 
schedule and agreed standards and methods for conducting such periodic 
external scientific assessments; (2) the TAC adopt a regular procedure 
for participating in such assessments, reviewing their results, making 
any independent assessments it mey consider necessary, and reporting 
its judgments to ,the CG. 
‘We recognize that meeting these requirements will place increased 
demands on the TAC in terms of professional talent, time, and reSourceS.tl 
8. The comments which follow are restricted to the requirements of this working 
paper on the quinquennial review prmocess es there now appears to be general satisfaction 
with the current style of both the *annual programme reviews (e.g. %ommentaries'l by the 
Secretariat), and the annual 'overview' in the form of the 'Integrative Paper'. These 
have gradually imprwed over the years and now give somewhat greater emphasis to 
technical aspects of programming,, 
9. The terms of reference for quinquennial reviews were subsequently elaborated 
by the TAC at its 8th Meeting in July 1974, in consultation with the centre Directors 
and on the'basis of the Subcommittee Report (See Annex I). TAC and the Directors recog- 
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nized the potential value of the reviews to the centres themselves in the forward 
planning of their progrennnes and in ensuring the validity of the research priorities 
recognized by their Boards vis .3, vis the priorities as seen by TAC and endorsed by the -we 
CGIAR. 
10. The finalized Terms of Reference were believed to be sufficiently broad to 
cover the totality of the IARC system and yet, at the same time, sufficiently precise 
to avoid equivocation in interpretation. They include reference to the needs of the 
recipients of the results of the IARCfs work and the need to assess the impact of the 
centre under review on national research and production in the cooperating countries. 
III THE REVIEW PROCESS 
11. Retails of the organization of the Review Teams and the scheduling of reviews 
were also discussed with the centre Directors at the 8th meeting of TAC. There was 
general agreement with the Bell Subcommittee proposal that the reviews should be 
conducted not less frequently than &Iuennially; that the teams should be composed of 
both TAC members and outside consultants; that the centre Boards and Directors would 
be invited to submit names of candidates to be included in the teem and there would 
be full consultation with the centre so as to arrive at a final composition of the 
team acceptable to both the centre and 'TAC. It was also recognized that the review 
teams would need to be composed of both subject matter specialists and generalists, 
the latter being more concerned with administration, management, etc., than the true 
research programme, and it was agreed that the TAC Secretariat should prwide the 
Secretariat of the Review Teams. 
12. Regarding the timing of the quinquennial reviews the centre Directors were 
unanimous that these should be handled independently of any other review process 
such as the annual 'in-house' reviews or the periodic donors reviews. Even though 
this might place an additional burden on the staff, in terms of preparation, the 
objectives of the several types of review were felt to be sufficiently diverse to war- 
rant their separate handling. 
13. The firm hope was expressed that once the review process became satis-. 
faotorily established the donor members, of the CGIAR would be prepared to accept the 
Quinquennial Review Reports in lieu of -w special review of their own, thus freeing 
the centres from a plethora of reviews. 
14. The duration of missions was also discussed and although many participants 
in the meeting felt that one month would be required, especially in view of the need 
to examine outreach programmes, doubts were expressed that the calibre of people 
anticipated as constituting the Teams would be able to free themselves from other 
duties for more than 3 weeks at a time,, 
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15. The report of this TAG meeting, including the proposals for the conduct of 
qu nquennial reviews, was subsequently endorsed by the CGIAR. 
IV INPLEMENTATION 
16. The selection of teams has followed the criteria laid down with the centre 
Directors, mutual agreement having been reached in each case without any pressure from 
either party to the arrangements. 
17. Local programmes have been efficiently handled by the centre concerned whilst 
travel, per diem and honoraria have been handled by the TAC Secretariat. 
18. The schedule arrived at with the centre Directors in July 1974 has been 
fairly closely follobmed. Review :Missions visited IRRI in November/December 1975, 
CIMMYT in March/April 1976, CII? in November/December 1976, CIAT in March/April 1977, 
and IITA in October/Nrwember 1977. In the cases of IRRI, CIP and IITA, outreach 
activities were visited immediately prior to the headquarters (and in the case of IITA 
one visit was made several months in advance to ensure crops being in the ground), and 
in the case of CIMMYT both during and subsequent to the headquarters visit. 
19. In view of the diversity of commodities and systems covered by the research 
of the centres, each individual review to date has been assisted by the compilation 
of specific questions to augment its terms of reference. These have been compiled from 
TAC discussions, indications of donors8 special requirements, wishes of the centres 
themselves for outside examination of particular aspects. Wherever possible, the 
views of the recipients (or at least their representatives) in the producer coun",ries 
have been sought in addition - normally during the reviews of outreach activities. 
20, Subsequent to the first two reviews at IRRI and CIMMYT9 ,the @CZAR Review 
Committee endorsed the major role of TAC in reviewing both new initiatives and on- 
going prograxnmes of the centres, regardless of source of funds. The quinquennial 
review process was referred to in the following comments of the Review Committee: 
"The quinquennial reviews initiated this past year show much 
promise. With experijance it may be appropriate to sharpen the defin- 
itions of the purpose of the reviews. The reviews should be concerned 
with three principal tasks: (1) to evaluate the scientific quality of 
current programmes (2) to comment on the scope and balance of current 
programmes, and (3) t o evaluate future plans including the explicit 
review of centre proposals ,to continue projects of long standing. 
Clearly, the onus should be on centres to justify continuance. This 
latter function of reviewing future plans is particularly important 
for TAC and the CGIAR, The quinquennial reviews should be planned 
well in advance , giving the TAC time to establish a high quality 
review committee which can be briefed well in advance and allow centres 
time to carefully develop their long-range future plans. The reviews 
should be analytic and probing in their treatment of programmes, 
particularly regarding the relative distribution of efforts within 
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centre programmes . A concise summary of the report should be prepared 
for the CGIAR. To date, reviews have tended to focus on current pro- 
gremmes and generally have recommended more of everything. In addition 
to these main areas of investigation, common to all CentreS, specific 
questions, 
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r review could be Iposed by TAG, the CGIAR, or individual 
donors." 
21. Recommendations 5 through 10, 15 end 18 of the Review Committee Report (see 
Annex II), reflect the views of that committee, with respect to review of a centre's 
total programme, its programme balance, its cooperative programmes, etc,, and con- 
stitute a sound set of additional guidelines for quinquennial review teams. Specific 
questions, common to several centres, are already coming under review through the 
already adopted 'stripe review' process. 
V VIEWS OF 'I'IIE CGIAR ON PAST '&INQUEXNIAL REVIEX'S 
22. Despite the care which has been taken by the TAC, by the centres themselves, 
and by the review teams and their leaders to ensure that the requirements outlined 
above and augmented es described, have been properly met, the Co-Sponsors and Seere- 
teriats have been made aware of a certain sense of dissatisfaction with the results of 
the reviews to date. This has not been caused by any overt criticism of review reports 
nor by difficulties or opposition on the part of the 'TAC or CGIAR wer their adoption. 
Perhaps indeed the oppposite would be truce A generally non-commital acceptance is 
perhaps more responsible for the dissatisfaction than outright opposition would be. 
23. At the 'last two meetings of the CGIAR (14-16 September 1977, Washington end 
16-17 November 1977, Paris) a general discussion took place on the quinquennial review 
process with a view to providing TAC with the CGIARqs comments and suggestions in 
anticipation of TAC consideration of the matter at its 18th Keeting. 
24. At the September meeting of the CGIAR, Centre Directors expressed their 
opinions on the quinquennial reviews as follows i/: 
?!he Directors felt that quinquennial reviews done so far had served 
useful functions both in the reports themselves and in the preparatory 
activities and in the discussions and exchanges of views that took place. 
Centres recognized the need to define objectives, strategies and tactics, 
and quinquennial reviews stimulated such activities. Centres recognized 
the value of constructive criticism. They also recognized the primacy 
of each oentre”s Board in reviewing programme end ensuring proper balance. 
When Boards had been actively engaged in this, it was not surprising that 
the TAC Review Panels found themselves in general agreement. Centres 
were in active dialogue with TAC to explore means of improving the ability 
of future reviews to detect weaknesses and recommend imprwements." 
25. Ihe issues raised by the CGIAR at this meeting were compiled by the CC 
Secretariat in a document which was presented for further discussion at its next 
l/ Eeport of the Review Committee, page 97. 
-g &tract from the informal summary of proceedings,, para 102, September 1977 
meeting in November 1977. 1/ The main points raised in this paper are as follows: 
Y'he basic issue addressed by the Group in September... relates to the 
primary objective and focus on the quinquennial reviews themselves.. At 
the September meeting opinion was divided between those who felt the reviews 
should continue to concentrate essentially on the scientific quality of a 
centre's research progremme and those who felt the emphasis should be on 
the broader aspects of research - the objectives, strategies and balance 
of the research progrsnune (.......)'I 
. . . "Both the report of the Bell Subcommittee and TAC's quinquennial, review 
terms of reference make clear that a principal purpose of the review is to 
make an external assessment of the scientific quality of the programme of 
the centre, but both also expect the review panel to examine the centre's 
objectives in the light of its mandate, its strategy for achieving the 
objectives and the balance of the progrsmmes in pursuing that strategy. 
Neither, however, gives clear guidance on whether the emphasis of the 
panel's assessment should be on scientific quality or on the broader 
questions of objectives, strategy and balance. During the September 
discussion members of the Group seemed to agree that the four panels 
which had reported so far had addressed themselves primarily to an assess- 
ment of scientific quality and only secondarily to the broader questions, 
but they differed on what the respective weight to be given to these two 
aspects should be." 
"A related point is the requirement for a review of the future plans 
of 5 centre. The need for such a review is implicit in the report of the 
Bell Subcommittee and. somewhat more explicit in the terms of reference 
for quinquennial reviews. The CGIAR Review Committee, moreover, partitr 
ularly drew attention. to the need Ito evaluate future plans, including 
the explicit review af centre proposals to continue projects of long 
standing' and recommended that the centres develop a longercterm pe- 
spective, which would be reviewed by TAC. In most cases, however, the 
quinquennial review panels have been hampered in carrying out this task 
for lack of explicit forward planning by the centres reviewed, though 
CIAT's preparations for its review marked a clear step forward. In 
adopting the recommendations of the Bell Subcommittee end the CGIAR 
Review Committee, the Group is already on record as to the need for foIr- 
ward planning by the centers and the periodic review of their plans, a 
responsibility placed on TAC."... 
. . . ft It is evident from the September discussion that members of the 
Group axe also concerned about the balance among the prograxnmes of the 
different centres, and whether the resources devoted to their respective 
research activities a:re appropriate... it would be difficult for an in- 
dividual quinquennial review panel to undertake to answer them. The 
findings of a review panel about a particular centre would be a useful' 
input to consideration o:f these broader questions, but an individual 
review panel could hardly become well enough informed about the system 
as a whole and the issues involved to make recommendations on inter- 
centre balance and the allocation of resources among centres." 
. . . "The particular emphasis given to reviews will affect their conduct. 
The Bell Subcommittee suggested various ways in which reviews could 
- 
If CG Secretariat document entitled 9Juinquennial Reviews of the 
Programmes of the Centres", October 26, 1977. 
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be conducted (including participation in a centre's own reviews) and TAC 
may wish to consider whether the particular wsy it has selected adequately 
meets all purposes* The standard terms of reference for review panels may 
need recasting to reflect the outcome of discussions on emphasis..." 
. .."During the discussion in September the point was made that questions 
on strategy, balance and future planning were policy matters which were very 
much the concern of the board of trustees of a centre as well as its manage- 
ment. This raises the more general question of what, in conducting a review, 
should be the appropriate relationship between TAC (and the review mission 
mounted by it) and a centre's 'board." 
. .."A review has two audiences - the Group and the centre itself. On 
scientific quality, for example, the Group may wish TAC's assurances that 
the oentre's standards are high without having a report in depth on its 
individual programmes even though the deeper treatment might be very useful 
to the centre's scientists. Policy matters such as strategy, balance, and 
forward planning msy, on the other hand, be of particular concern to the 
Group. TAC will wish to consider what is the optimal way in which to carry 
out a review which will satisf,y the needs of both the Group and the centre 
itself and which will serve to supplement or be a substitute for the external 
reviews which a centre would itself be mounting. To deal with the separate 
audiences perhaps a report in two parts - one addressing scientific quality 
and the other policy and organizational questions - would be a useful in- 
novation. But, however the report is organized, it should discuss frankly 
any questions, issues and shortcomings of significance to the Group on the 
one hand and the board and management of the centre on the other." 
26. In addition to this CG Secretariat paper, extracts of which have been given 
above, the TAC Secretariat had submitted for information of and comments by the Con- 
sultative Group a preliminary document which gave the background of quinquennial reviews 
as presented in sections 1,2 and 3 abwe and made a number of more detailed suggestions 
on how to imprwe the quinquennial review process. These suggestions are not re- 
produced here since it was felt more appropriate to present here the views of the CGIAR 
itself as expressed at the November meeting and then go one step further forward by 
presenting draft-revised terms of reference and guidelines for the reviews, which 
would reflect these views. 
27. At the November meeting, CGIAR reiterated most of the points which are 
summarized above and the Chairman drew the following conclusions II from the discussions: 
"Reviews had to satisfy a variety of interests. On the donor side, there was 
a distinction between scientists and administrators. The importance of full 
involvement by Boards of Trustees had been stressed, but this should not 
interfere with the Boerds' responsibilities. As to the conduct of reviews, 
the Group should consider whether to have a small advance party, as suggested 
by the CIAT panel. Also, whether panel members should increasinsly be drawn 
from a common pool. Whilst there was no question that reviews should continue 
to focus on scientific quality, many speakers sought study of objectives or 
balance, and of forward planning. TAC would now prepare specific recommen- 
dations and the matter would be on the agenda of the next Consultative Group 
meeting." 
d ESctract from the draft Summary f Proceedings, page 15, para 1, November 19'77 
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VI PROPOSALS FOR REVISED TERMS OF REFERENCE ANIl GUIDELINES FOR QUINQUEXNIAL REXIEWS - 
28. The most practical way of finding out whether the quinquennial review process 
should be changed in concrete terms is fo.. 7 TAC/CGIAR and the centres to consider the need 
for amendments to the terms of reference and to reach an agreement on a set of guidelines 
for the preparation and conduct of these reviews. 
1) The need for a revision of the terms of reference. - 
The existing terms of reference actually include all the points which the 
CGIAR felt reviews should cover. A revision is mostly needed for changing 
not the contents of these terms of reference but the relative emphasis 
of the different ,tasks entrusted to the Review Panels. In so doing some 
aspects of the review may be made more explicit. 
In line with the sug,gestions made by the CGIAR as indicated in Section V 
abwe the tasks entrusted to the Review Panels may be regrouped under 
two main headings:: 
a) the relevance,, scope, objectives of the present programme of the 
centre and of its forward plans, 
b) the content of the centre's programme and the quality, efficiency 
and usefulness of its work, 
Under the first heading the review would deal with the mandate of the 
centre and its interpretation. It would also discuss the rationale for 
the present and future priorities and for the policy, strategy and pro- 
cedures adopted by the centre. It woilld also address the question of 
the relationships with other centres and other national and international 
institutions. 
Under the second heading, the review would assess the results and impact 
of the activities of the centre and discuss the present programmes 
individually, both from the scientific and technical point of view and 
from the point of ,view of resource needs and management. 
The final output e.xpected from the review could remain the same as 
stated by the original terms of reference, e,g.?o report to the Chairman 
of TAC its views for any changes in the basic objectives or orientation 
of the centre programme elements 11 and on means of improving the efficiency 
of operations and .*m make proposals for overcoming eny constraints 
identified...!' 
Draft-revised terms of reference ere submitted for consideration by the 
Committee in Annex IV. 
--- 
u This word ("elementstt) could ?)e deleted so as to avoid the present overemphasis on 
the consideration of individual components. 
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Proposed guidelines for the quinquennial reviews. 
The experience gained from the quinquennial reviews of IRRI, CIMMYT, CTP, 
CIAT and IITA should enable TAC to formulate guidelines for future reviews. 
The guidelines proposed by the Secretariat in Annex IV are tentative, and 
should be amended and elaborated by the Technical Advisory Committee. 
These guidelines take into account the comments received from TAC and 
the CGIAR on earlier reviews, those of the centres themselves, and of 
the Chairmen of preceding Review Panels. It is suggested that a second 
draft of these guidelines be prepared during the 18th Meeting on the 
basis of comments received from TAC members. This second draft could 
then be submitted for comment to the Centre Directors, and a final 




TAC QUINWENNIAL RF3lIEJiS OF THE INTERNATIONAL .AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH CENTRES 
TERM3 OF REFERENCE 
The major objective of such missions has been defined by TAC in agreement with 
the Directors of the International Centres as follows: 
“on behalf of the Consultative Group, to assess the quality and value of the 
scientific progranunes of the Centres in order to assure the Consultative Group 
members that the operations being funded are being carried out in line with 
declared policies and to the full international standard expected." 
It is hoped that the review will inter alia assist the International Centres 
themselves in planning their programmes -x Ging the validity of the research 
priorities recognized by the Boards of the Centres. 
In pursuance of the main objective, defined abwe, the Mission is requested 







the results of past research and training progremmes at the C-ntre 
and the use to which the results have been (or ere planned to be) 
put; 
the relevance, scope, con-tent end objectives of the present end 
planned progranunes of research at the Centre in relation to (a) 
the broad mandate of the Centre, and (b) the immediate end longs 
term needs for increased food supplies globally, and to advise on 
the future composition and balance of the progremme of research; 
the current conference and training programmes being undertaken 
or planned by the Centre and the factors affecting the use of 
trainees by the recipient countries once their training has been 
completed; 
the effectiveness of the ,work conducted under the information 
service and outreach programmes of the Centre, and its impact 
on recipient countries; 
the expenditures of the Centre in relation to the quantity, nature 
and quality of its research and training progremmes; 
the adequacy of the resources available to implement the programmes 
of research and training recommended above; 
the constraints which may be hindering the achievement of the 
Centrels objectives, and possible means of reducing or eliminating 
such constraints; 
the effectiveness of coordination of activities at the Centre, 
both in respect of internal consistency and balance of programme 
elements, and in particular with reference to its linkages with 
other national end international organizations3 
any other specific question which concerned members of the CGIAR 
mey request TAC to examine* 
Annex I 
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On the basis of its review, the Wission will report to the Chairman of TAC its 
views on the need for any changes in the basic objectives or orientation of the 
Centre's programme elements, and on means of improving the efficiency of operations, 
and will make proposals for we.rcoming any constraints identified under item (vii). 
While the Mission should feel free to make any observations or recommendations it 
wishes, it must be clearly unde:rstood that the Mission cannot commit the sponsoring 
organization, viz., the CGIAR/TkC. 
Annex II 
Page-1 
EXTRACTS FROM THE REPORT OF THE REVIEW COM.MITTEE 
OF THE CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
Recommendation 2: We recommend that all projec,ts undertaken by a centre be re- -- 
garded as components of its total integrated programme regardless of sources of funds 
and that the entire progremme be subject to the review procedure as outlined in this 
report. 
Recommendation 6: We recommend that each centre develop an objective set of 
criteria for programme choice and periodically reasses the balance of its programme 
with respect to: (1) research and technology development, (2) training, (3) coop- 
eration with national programmes and advanced research institutions, and (4) COlil- 
munication and exchange of information between centre scientists and others in related 
fields. 
Recommendation 1: We recommend that centres continue to develop and strengthen 
their cooperation with national programmes, insofar as this is essential to accomplish 
their research mandate. Beyond this centres should remain alert and responsive to 
additional opportunities for cooperatison to the extent that extra-core funds are 
available, that these activities do not compromise or distort the central research 
mission of the centre and that they are within the aentres' capacity to staff and 
manage. 
Recommendation 8: We recommend that all support to a centre other than that 
provided through the CGIAR be classified as extr+core funding. Further, we recommend --- 
that these funds be used to supplement activities supported by core funds and/or to 
finance activities that the centre may wish to undertake primarily to benefit a 
particular oountryy. 
Recommendation 9: We recommend that any proposal for a new project to be sup- 
ported by extra-core funds should be forwarded by the centre to TAC for review when 
(1) there is a question as to whether the purpose o f the activity lies within the 
centreSs mandate, (2) aoceptance has implications for future core support, (3) the 
proposed activity might put undue add.itional strain on centre management, or (4) the 
extra-core funding is particularly large. 
Recommendation IO: We recommend that all centres develop more effective forward 
research programme planning procedures aud include as advisors international scien- 
tists with competence in the appropriate areas;, 
Annex II 
Page 2 
Recommendation 15: We recommend continuation of the TAG quinquennial reviews --- 
for evaluation of scientific quality, scope, and balance of current programmes, and 
to evaluate future plans, including explicit review of centre proposals to continue 
projects of long standing. k&e also recommend that the TAC give greater emphasis to 
periodic, across centre analylsis of particular topics (stripe analysis). 
Recommendation 18: We recommend that the desired size and indicative plan --- 
proposals from centres be reviewed by TAC. TAC should make appropriate recommend- 
ations to the CGIAR, after the discussion of any proposed adjustments with the 
centres. The CGIAR approved plans would then form the guidelines for the preparation 
of the centre's next biennial budget. Until this process is in operation, centres 
should recognize that proposa1.s for budget increases will be reviewed very carefully 
ir. the spirit of our recommended period of consolidation, 
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TAC QW$jJENNIAL REVIEW3 OF THE lWl'ERNATIONAL .AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH CENTRES 
DRAFT REVISE3 TERMS OF REF'EREXCE 
INTRODUCTION 
The Consultative Group on Interrztional Agricultural Research (CGIAR) has charged 
its Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) with the conduct of quinquennial reviews of 
the value and effectiveness of the International Agricultural Research Institutes, 
Centres and Programmes which derive their financial support from the members of the 
CGIAR. It was agreed by TAC at its . . . . Meeting held in . . . . . . . . . . that the work 
of the . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..should be reviewed by TAC in 79.. The 
present Review Mission is being organized in accordance with that decision. 
Scope and Purpose of the Review 
The major objective of such missions has been defined by TAC in agreement with 
the Directors of the International Centres,and accepted by the CGIAR, as follows: 
"on behalf of the Consultative Group, to assess the quality and 
value of the scientific programmes of the Centres in order to 
assure the Consultative Group members that the operations being 
funded are being carried out in line with declared policies and to 
the full international standard expected." 
It is hoped that the review will inter alia assist the International Centres 
themselves in planning their programmes and ensuring the validity of the research 
priorities recognized by the Boards of the Centres. 
In pursuance of the main objective, defined above, the Mission is requested 
to give particular attention to the following aspects: 
(i> The relevance, scope and objectives of the present programme of work 
and budget of the Centre and of its forward plans for the next five 
years in relation to: 
a) the immediate and long term needs for increased food supply 
(and improved human welfarepin developing countries; 
b) the mandate of the Cen’tre and its own interpretation thereof; 
c) the mandate and programmes of other related national and 





the policy, strategy and procedures adopted by the Centre in carrying 
out its mandate,and the mechanisms for their formulation; 
the Centre's priorities and the rationale for the present and future 
overall size, composition and balance of the programme in the fields 
. . of research, training, information exchange and related cooperative 
activities. 
(ii) The content of the Cen&e's programme, and the quality, efficiency 








the results of past research and treining progremmes at the Centre 
and the use to wh,ich the results have been put (or are expected to 
be put): 
the current and planned research, information exchange end 
training programmes, their methodologies and the rule of the 
scientific discip:Lines therein; 
the adequacy of the :research support and other facilities; 
the present and potential impact of the work conducted under the 
information services and outreach progremmes of the Centre on 
cooperating countries and their feedback to these and other pro- 
grammes of the Centre; 
the management of the Centre; the coordination of its activities, 
both in respect of achieving internal consistency and balance of 
programme elements and effective cooperation with basic research 
and education institutions, national research and development 
progremmes and other international institutes and organizations. 
the constraints which msy be hindering the achievement of the 
Centre's objectives and the implementation of its progrenunes, and 
possible mesns of reducing or eliminating such constraints; 
(iii) Any specific questions_ which concerned members of the CGIAR, cooperating 
institutions, the Centre Director or its Board of Trustees rnq request 
TAC to examine. 
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On the basis of its review, the Mission will report to the Chairman of TAC its 
views on the need for any changes in the basic objectives or orientation of the 
Centre's programme elements, and on means of improving the efficiency of operations, 
and will make proposals for overcoming any constraints identified under item (ii). 
While the Mission should feel free to make any observations or recommendations 
it wishes, it must be clearly understood that the Mission cannot commit the sponsor- 
ing organization, viz., the CGIAR/TAC. 
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DRAFT GUIDELINES FOR THE QUIN&UENNIAL REVIEWS 
The experience gained from the quinquennial reviews of IRRI, CIMMYT, CIP, CIAT 
and ITTA should enable TAC to formulate guidelines for future reviews. The guide- 
lines proposed below by the Secretariat are tentative, and should be emended end 
elaborated by*the Technical Advisory Gommittee. These guidelines take into account 
the comments received from TAC and the CGIAR on esrlier reviews, those of the Centres 
themselves, and of the Chairmen of prleceding Review Panels. It is suggested that a 
second draft of these guidelines be prepared during the 18th Meeting on the basis 
of comments received from TAC members. This second draft could then be submitted 
for comment to the Centre Directors, 'and a final draft could be considered jointly 
by TAC and the Centre Directors at the 19th Meeting, 
Most of the guidelines set out below have already been followed to varying 
degrees. Those which are new proposals are marked by an asterisk. 
1. GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
The Quinquennial Review is commissioned by TAC in response to a request'from 
the CGIAR. The essential aim of the Review should therefore be first to meet the 
needs expressed by this forum and, secondly, to the extent possible, to assist the 
Centre with the scientific and technical aspects of its progranune management. Thus, 
the Review Report should be prepared in such a way that it can assist CGIAR members 
to assess the usefulness of their past contributions to the Centre, and to take 
decisions for their future commitments. 
The Quinquennial Review should be conducted as a joint undertaking of TAC and 
the Centre concerned. It should not be seen as an inspection of the Centre but as 
a means for the Centre to share its problems with 'TAC and for TAC to assist the 
Board and the Centre Director to findl solutions compatible with the declared policies 
of the CGIAR. 
As indicated in the terms of reference, the Review Panel's opinions and recom- 
mendations may not be shared by TAC brhich may choose not to endorse parts of the 
Review Report and to add its own comments and recommendations when submitting the 
Report to the CGIAR. 
Annex IV 
NF 2 
Similarly, the Centre Director and its Board of Trustees may not agree with some 
of the Panel's opinions and recommendations. In this case, the final version of the 
Panel's Report should record these differences of opinion. 
2. THE: PREPARATORY PHASE 
2.1 Timing.Preparations for the Review should start at least one year in advance 
by determining the timing of the Review and its duration, in consultation 
with the Centre Director. The timing should be arranged so as to allow 
the Review Panel to visit most of the Centre's field experiments just before 
their completion. 
weeks .ll 
In principle, the Review Panel should spend about two 
at the Centre's Headquarters. Visits to cooperative programmes 
should be organized for some of the Panel's members before the review 
starts at Headquarters,, 
2.2. Composition of the Review Panel. The Chairman of the Review Panel should L- 
either be a TAC member or have already participated in a Quinquennial 
Review. The Centre Director should be consulted before the Panel leader is 
selected by TAC. 
The size of the Panel will depend on the complexity of the programme .of 
the Centre to be reviewed. In general, the Panel should have at least 
five members (not including the Panel Chairman). Because of the necessity 
of reviewing a broad range of activities in a relatively short time, the 
Panel may be composed of up to nine or ten people, including the Chairman. 
At least three quarters of the Panel's members should be well acquainted 
with the CGIAR System and, preferably, three or four of them should have 
already participated directly in a preceding Quinquennial Review. (*) 
Panel members should not have had a direct involvement in the formulation 
of the Centre's present progremme. They should not be members of the 
Governing Bodies of the Centre or of another Centre with which it has 
direct relationships. 
The Centre should be imrited to suggest names for potential Panel members, 
with alternates. Not more than half of the Panel's members gshould be 
d It proved not possible to have high calibre Panel members for a longer period. 
g Unless also proposed by TAC. 
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drawn from this list. Other miembers should be chosen from a list ti- including 
present and former TAC members, former participants in Quinquennial Reviews, 
names suggested by TAC members, CG donors and co-sponsors and the CG and 
TAC Secretariats. Staff members from CGIAR donor or co-sponsoring agencies 
me,y also be selected in their capacity as scientists or managers of R & D 
programmes, and not as representatives of these agencies to the CGIAR. 
Up to half of the Panel may be composed of highly specialized scientists 
(in specific disciplines or crops). Other members should be selected for 
their broad experience in agricultural research management in developing 
countries and/or in the socio-economic problems (*) related to the regions/ 
commodities concerned. Specialists with experience in the management of 
multi-disciplinary research programmes are desirable. 
Before nominating Panel members, it would be essential to enquire whether 
candidates have personal relationships 2i with staff members of the Centre 
to be reviewed. (*) 
Panel membership should include persons from those developing countries 
which are the most concerned with the ccoperative progrsmme. They should 
not have been directly responsible for the :formulation and implementation 
of these programmes, however, and should be selected in their personal 
capacity for their scientific competence ani knowledge of the research and 
development problems which the Centre is addressing. 
Reviews of cooperative programmes usually call for contacts with officials 
from the cooperating countries. Where necessary, one or two of the Panel 
members visiting these programmes must be fluent in the language of the 
country* (*) 
The proposed composition of the Panel (with alternates) should be established 
through joint consultations between the Chairman of TAG and the TAC Secre- 
tariat on the one hand and the Centre Directors concerned on the other. 
The interest and availability of the proposed Panel members should be 
ascertained by the TAC Secretariat which should then submit a final proposal 
first to the Centre Director and next to TAC, for approval. The composition 
of the Panel should be mutually agreeable to TAC and the Centre Director, 
d A list (%osteP) has been compiled but still requires further expansion. 







although TAC may reserve its right to make the final selection since the 
reviews are conducted under its responsibility. 
Terms of Reference and Related Questions. The terms of reference of the - 
Review should be based on the standard terms of reference adopted by TAC. 
?Fnese may be modified or expanded at the request of TAC or CGIAR members, 
the Centre's Director or its Board and cooperating institutions to fit in 
with the specific features and problems of the Centre. Such modifications 
should, however, be kept in line with the general objectives of the reviews. 
Questions which are of a very specific nature should not be incorporated 
in the terms of referen.ce but assembled in a separate list which should 
be submitted for apprwal to TAC by its Secretariat after consultation 
with the Centre concerned. 
Documentation. The TAC Secretariat should provide the Panel's Chairman 
and members with the following documents, at least four months before 
the start of the Review: 
(i> The terms of reference and the list of specific questions to 
be addressed by the Panel. 
(ii) The Brochure on ,the CGIAR System. (for new members only) 
(iii) The Report of the CGIAR Review Committee. (for new members only) 
(iv) The guidelines for the Quinquennial Review (*).(for new members only) 
(VI Selected reports of Quinquennial Reviews. 
(vi) Relevant extracts f.rom TAC reports. 
The Centre should prwide the Panel's Chairman and members with the fol- 
lowing documents, at least three months before the start of the Review: 
a> The charter and other basic documents establishing the Centre. 
b) A review of the interpretations of the mandate, as evolved by the 
Board of Trustees over the years. 
c> A statement of the present objectives , priorities and strategies 
of research, training, information exchange and related cooperative 
progremmes, with en explanation of their rationale in terms of 
food demands and other requirements in the countries served by the 
Centre. 
d) A plan for the work of the Centre during the next five years, with 
en indication of the results expected to be obtained during each 
of these years, the resources required for the main progremme 









The progremme of work and budget of the current biennum and the 
proposed progremme of work and budget for the following year. 
Reports of major planning conferences, internal reviews, expert 
meetings which have had a major influence on the guidance of specific 
programmes of the Centre. 
Agreements with other (Centres and other institutions which have 
major cooperative activities with the Centre. 
Documents on the major non-core projects of the Centre, in particular 
those to be visited by the Panel. 
Any other document which the Centre feels it important to distribute 
before the review. I/ 
2.5 Preliminary Consultations with the Centre Director and its Governing Bodies. 
As indicated above, the preparatory phase calls for a number of consulta- 
tions between the Centre Director and the TAC Secretariat on the terms of 
reference, the timing of the Review, end the composition of the Panel. 
Consultations are also required to determine the itinerary and the programme 
of the Review Panel, including the visits to cooperative programmes. 
Consultations prior to the Review should also cwer other aspects. As 
requested by the CGIAR, the Reviews should place increased emphasis on the 
werall policy aspects, priorities and strategy of the Centre in the light 
of 'ts mandate, of the changing socio-economic context in which it operates 
and of the priorities and policies formulated by TAC/CGIAR. The Reviews 
should also consider the interface between the activities of the Centre 
concerned and those of other Centres and of other national and international 
institutions. 
The experience gained so far indicates that these aspects cannot be 
handled satisfactorily during the short time available for the Review 
unless some preparatory work has been carried out in advance. This may 
include the following: 
(i> Consideration by the Chairmen of the Panel and Panel members from 
TAC and the TAC Secretariat of the documents prepared by the 
Centre on its mandate:, priorities, strategies, etc., as listed 
under 2.4 a) to i). 
(ii) Preparation by the TAC Secretariat of a preliminary analysis of 
the mandate, policies, strategies and priorities of the Centre, 
and of its relationships with other IARCs, national programmes, 
and international institutions. This analysis would essentially 
identify issues without, at this stage, making recommendations 
or conclusions. (*) 
1/ It is customary for the Centre to prwide additional documentation during 
the first days of the Reviewe 
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(iii) The draft should be discussed at a meeting attended by the Chairman 
of the Panel, selected Panel members, the TAC Secretariat, the 
Centre Director, and members of its Governing Bodies to this meeting, 
as deemed appropriate. (*) 
(iv> This analysis should then be reviewed by the Panel Chairman and the 
TAC Secretariat after this meeting, and be distributed to Panel 
members. If time permits, it should also be considered at the TAC 
Meeting preceding the Review and TAC's comments should be referred 
to the Panel. (*) 
3. THE CONDUCT OF THEREXIW 
Responsibility for the conduct of the Review lies with the Chairman of the Panel 
who is selected for his experience and competence in handling such Reviews. It is 
therefore not intended to provide him with specific guidelines here, unless TAC decides 








The draft report should be completed and agreed upon by the Panel on or before 
the last dey of the Review. Appropriate time and facilities should therefore be 
given it for rep rt preparation. 
At the very beginning of the Review, an outline of the report should be agreed 
upon by the Panel with an indication of the allocation of tasks among Panel 
members. 
Clear instructions should be issued by the Director of the Centre, after the 
consultation with the Panel Cheirman,as referred in Section 2.5, on the scope, 
nature and- contents of the presentations to be made by the staff. 
During the course of the Review, the Centre Director should be consulted by the 
Chairman of the Panel on each of the major recommendations which the Panel 
intends to make. 
On the last day of the Review, the conclusions and recommendations of the Panel 
should be presented orally to the Centre Director in the presence of his Programme 
Directors and members of his Caverning Bodies as deemed appropriate. 
A copy of the draft report should be left with the Centre Director for comments. 
FINALIZATION OF THE REVIEW REP3PRT AND SUBMISSION TO TAC/CCIAR 
The draft report should first be submitted to the next TAC meeting for consid- 
eration in closed session. The main purpose of this first submission to TAC is for 
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the Committee to consider whether the report fulfills the terms of reference of the 
Review. TAC may identify gaps or points which require clarification. It may also make 
suggestions for its final presentation and present preliminary comments. 
After this meeting, the Chairman of the Panel and the Secretary should prepare 
a revised draft, taking into account those comments received from TAC and from the 
Centre Director,which they consider acceptable on behalf of the Panel. The revised 
draft should then be cleared with the Panel members, and printed for presentation 
to TAC and the CGIAR by the Chairman of the Panel L/ . 
TAC may or may not endorse parts of the report, but is not expected to change 
its contents for which the Panel is responsible. TAC may submit separately its 
comments on the report to the CGIAR. 
1/ The Centre Director should be invited to attend these presentations and present 
his views and those of his Board of Trustees on the recommendations of the Ppnel. 
